observations regarding the typology of motion descriptions. However, a flurry of research GENTNER, 2006; GENNARI et al., 2002; TERRAZAS, 1998; HULBERT; TRUESWELL, 2008; among others) 
INTRODUCTION
Think about how you got to your current location: if you are a speaker of English, chances are that you thought something akin to the sentence in (1); if you are a speaker of Spanish or Portuguese, chances are that the sentence you thought was more similar to that in (2).
I walked into the room. Entré en lahabitación. enter-1sg-pst in the-fem room I entered the room.
However, if you were to picture your arrival at your current location rather than to describe it in language, you would envision not only yourself as mover (the Figure in the motion event), but also the room you were entering (the Ground) and the Path that you were following (into the room), along with the fact that you were moving and the way in which you moved (the Manner of motion: walking in the examples above). While all these elements of the event are available to all observers, languages vary in how they are Página592 encoded (TALMY, 1985 (TALMY, , 2000 SLOBIN, 2004) , both in terms of which elements tend to be encoded and in terms of the lexical classes most typically used to encode each element. For example, whereas both sentences (1) and (2) encode the Figure, the Ground, the fact of motion, and the Path, only sentence (1) encodes the Manner of motion. In addition, the two sentences differ in how they encode the Path, which surfaces as a separate word in sentence (1) but is conflated (TALMY, 1985) in the verb in sentence (2).
Based on differences such as these in descriptions of motion events across languages, Talmy (1985; 2000) argued that languages may be categorized according to how they encode motion. One category of languages, verb-framed languages, tends to encode the Path of motion in the main verb, as exemplified by the sentence in (2); this category includes Romance languages such as Spanish and Portuguese, as well as Japanese and Greek. In contrast, satellite-framed languages, such as Germanic and Slavic languages, tend to encode the Path of motion in a separate element (the satellite), thus leaving the verb free to encode Manner along with the fact of motion, as seen in example (1). The categorization of languages as either verb-framed or satellite-framed has received support from the appearance of similar patterns in elicited motion descriptions across a variety of studies and a variety of languages (BERMAN; SLOBIN, 1994; GENNARI et al. 2002; MASSEY; GLEITMAN, 2002; MASSEY; GLEITMAN, 2006; SLOBIN, 1996; STRÖMQVIST; VERHOEVEN 2004, inter alia) . While Talmy's observations, and the elicited data, make clear that speakers of different languages talk about motion differently, there remains an open question regarding whether speakers also think about motion differently. As demonstrated in the example above, all aspects of a motion event are available to observers, regardless of whether these elements would likely be encoded in a linguistic description, suggesting that while language may vary, cognition need not. However, although the entire event is doubtless available to a speaker, there are more details than the speaker is likely to encode, with the result that "experiences [may be] filtered through language into verbalized events" (SLOBIN, 1996, p. 71) . Thus, the mere fact that the entire event is available to all observers does not indicate that as a result all observers do think about motion in the same way.
How can we know whether patterns in the language lead to differences in how speakers think about motion? What might we expect if observers think about motion in ways that are consistent with their language's encoding of motion events? One salient difference between verb-framed languages and satellite-framed languages is the element that tends to be conflated with the fact of motion in the main verb: in verb-framed languages, this is the Path of motion, whereas in satellite-framed languages, this is more frequently the Manner. As a result, we might expect speakers of verb-framed languages to pay more attention to Path than to Manner, while speakers of satellite-framed languages may exhibit the opposite pattern. This hypothesis has been tested across a multitude of studies, including those focused on recognition memory (e.g., BILLMAN; KRYCH, 1998; GENNARI et al. 2002; MASSEY; GLEITMAN, 2002) , judgments of similarity (e.g., FINKBEINER et al. 2002; GENNARI et al. 2002; Página593 PAPAFRAGOU; MASSEY; GLEITMAN, 2002) , and visual attention (e.g., PAPAFRAGOU; HULBERT; TRUESWELL, 2008), with mixed results.
For example, Gennari and her colleagues (2002) looked at recognition for videotaped motion events in speakers of one satellite-framed language, English, and one verb-framed language, Spanish. Participants were asked to remember a set of target events under one of three conditions which manipulated the role of language at encoding: (1) after naming the events; (2) while repeating nonsense syllables (so as to block access to verbal working memory); or (3) with no concomitant task. To test whether speakers attend to the element that is privileged in their language (either Path or Manner) at the expense of the other, the experimenters created two recognition foils: one which showed the same Path as the target video, but differed in Manner; and one which showed the same Manner of motion, but differed in Path. They then presented all three versions of each event, in random order, during the recognition test. Gennari and her colleagues observed an effect of language on participants' ability to recognize the target items, with English speakers performing better than Spanish speakers (particularly when the role of language at encoding was reduced), suggesting that language may influence recognition for motion events. However, there was no effect of language on speakers' recognition performance for previously unseen items (i.e., the recognition foils), contrary to the predictions of the Linguistic Relativity Hypothesis.
In the same study, Gennari and her colleagues (2002) collected similarity judgments for each of the recognition foils relative to its target event. They reasoned that if language influences such judgments, then Spanish speakers, who encode Path in the verb, would judge the same-Path variant as more similar than the same-Manner variant; but English speakers, who encode Manner in the verb, would show the opposite pattern in their similarity judgments. They found that amongst participants who had named the target events during encoding, Spanish speakers were more likely than English speakers to judge the same-Path variant as more similar than the same-Manner variant, in line with the Linguistic Relativity Hypothesis. However, same-Path choices did not differ between the two language groups for speakers who had not previously completed the description task.
Finally, Papafragou and her colleagues (PAPAFRAGOU; HULBERT; TRUESWELL, 2008) asked whether speakers of Greek (which is verb-framed) and speakers of English (which is satellite-framed) would attend to different parts of a visual scene when watching a motion animation. To find out, they used an eye-tracker to track participants' gazes while watching a series of clip art animations. When speakers were told that they would need to describe the events after watching them, there was a clear effect of language: Greek speakers attended first to the Path endpoint and only later to the instrument indicating Manner, and English speakers evidenced the opposite pattern. However, no effect of language was observed when speakers were told to remember the animations, without being asked to describe them.
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The results of these studies leave open many questions regarding potential effects of language on motion event cognition. While each of these studies revealed effects of language, the effects were limited and only surfaced under particular circumstances, suggesting that effects of language on cognition, when present, are in fact quite weak. However, the inconsistency in the results, both within and across studies, raises another possibility. Before we can conclude that the effects of language in this domain are indeed modest, we must be sure that the cross-linguistic differences motivating the studies completely characterize the way in which motion information is encoded in the languages, and that the studies are testing cognitive consequences that are consistent with the information encoded in the languages. The studies reviewed above all share a conceptual foundation in two assumptions: first, that Manner and Path are conceptually equally weighted, allowing researchers to compare attention allocated to each; and second, that the information encoded in the main verb is uniquely important. Should a reexamination of the linguistic data reveal that either or both of these assumptions may be flawed, this would similarly call into question conclusions regarding the limited effects of language on cognition.
LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS REVISITED
Talmy (2000, p. 25) defined a basic motion event as ''one object (the Figure) moving or located with respect to another object (the reference object or Ground)''. As Slobin (2004, p. 223) points out, Path is thus an obligatory element of a motion event (see also Jackendoff 1996), but Manner is optional. This suggests an asymmetry between Path and Manner, as (1) Path, but not Manner, is obligatory; and (2) Path is intimately connected to another element, the Ground (see also FEIST, 2010). As Feist (2010) has shown, this asymmetry is borne out in differences in the linguistic expression of Path and Manner in single-clause motion event descriptions. Feist (2010) examined the sentences used in a sample of studies which explored the role of the syntactic frame in speakers' inferences about the meanings of novel verbs GENTNER, 2006; TERRAZAS, 1998; HOHENSTEIN, 2005; HOHENSTEIN; EISENBERG, 2004) . She identified three syntactic frames that were used in these studies: the bare intransitive frame (3), the transitive frame (4), and the intransitive plus prepositional phrase frame (5).
(1) I walked. These biases have been found to interact with the typological tendencies of a speaker's language: when adult speakers of satellite-framed English and verb-framed Spanish were asked to interpret novel verbs presented in the biasing frames, their typological preferences were evident, with English speakers preferring Manner interpretations and Spanish speakers, Path interpretations (CIFUENTES-FEREZ; GENTNER, 2006; TERRAZAS, 1998) . However, when speakers were asked to interpret novel verbs in the unbiased bare intransitive frame (NAIGLES; TERRAZAS, 1998), no typological differences were observed. More surprisingly, speakers preferred the Manner interpretation to the Path interpretation, despite Path's obligatory status in a basic motion event (SLOBIN, 2004; TALMY, 2000) .
To account for these findings, Feist (2010) examined how the conceptual elements of a motion event (the Figure, Ground, Path, Manner, and fact of motion) surfaced in the lexical items in the three frames in use in these studies. Consider first the two biasing frames, exemplified above in examples (4) and (5). In the path-biasing transitive frame (example 4), the Figure surfaces as the subject (I) and the Ground as the direct object (the room), while Path is conflated with the fact of motion in the verb (entered). In the mannerbiasing intransitive plus prepositional phrase frame (example 5), the Figure again surfaces as the subject (I), but this time the Path surfaces in the preposition (into) and the Ground, as the object of the preposition (the room), leaving a slot open in the verb for conflation of Manner (walked) along with the fact of motion. Finally, in the non-biasing bare intransitive frame (example 3), the Figure again surfaces as the subject (I), and the verb is available to encode one element in addition to the fact of motion (TALMY, 1985) . Although the bare intransitive allows both Path and Manner verbs, the experimental findings suggest a preference for conflating Manner with the fact of motion (NAIGLES; TERRAZAS, 1998). Converging evidence may be found in elicited narratives, with the majority of adult English speakers' Manner verb usages in Frog story narratives being intransitive 2 . As a result, the bare intransitive frequently encodes the Figure and Manner, leaving the Path and Ground unexpressed.
From these patterns, we can see that Manner is encoded in a description in two situations: when both Path and Ground are (intransitive plus prepositional phrase frame) and when neither is (the bare intransitive frame). In contrast, Path is preferentially encoded whenever the Ground is (i.e., in the transitive frame and in the intransitive plus prepositional phrase frame), suggesting a conceptual link between the Path and the Ground. This linkage makes sense, given that the Path requires a Ground as its substrate (c.f. SLOBIN 2004, in which the assumption that Path is obligatory in a basic motion event results from Talmy's [2000] specification of motion "with respect to another object"). The linkage of Path to another element of a motion event may increase its salience when either the Path or the Ground is mentioned in the description (FEIST, 2010) . Because there is no parallel linkage for manner, this suggests that the conceptual weight -and likely salience -of Manner and Path may not be equal.
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The above analysis also makes clear that the three sentence frames used in the experimental literature encode the Figure, the Ground, and the Path in elements other than the verb. Thus, much of the information about the event -in fact most of it -is routinely encoded elsewhere in the sentence frame. Furthermore, Feist (2010) has argued that the conflation of Path or Manner in the verb may be predictable based on Gricean (GRICE, 1975) principles. She argues that to satisfy Grice's Maxim of Quantity, the conflated element should not be encoded elsewhere in the sentence, while to satisfy the Maxim of Relation, it should "be maximally related to those elements which are encoded" elsewhere in the sentence (FEIST, 2010, p. 194) . Thus, the choice of which conceptual element to encode in the verb is highly dependent on the semantics of the other lexical items in the sentence. The interdependence of the lexical items, including the verb, suggests that the elevated importance accorded to the verb in many studies of linguistic relativity may in fact be misplaced.
Taken together, the linguistic evidence suggests two things. First, there appears to be a conceptual asymmetry between Path and Manner, whereby Path is (1) more foundational to an event's classification as a motion event, and (2) more intimately connected to other elements of the motion event. Because Path and Manner may not be on conceptually equal footing nonlinguistically, it is impossible to interpret asymmetries between them amongst speakers of typologically different languages. Second, the conceptual elements of a motion event are distributed across the lexical items in a description, with the conflation of one element in the verb dependent on which other elements are encoded across the string. As a result, the information encoded in the verb, rather than being uniquely important, is highly interdependent with the information encoded in other lexical items.
LANGUAGE AND THOUGHT
If language were to influence motion event cognition, what form might that influence take? The reanalysis of the linguistic data suggests that languages may not in fact differentially feature either Path or Manner in motion descriptions. As a result, framing the question around the comparison of Path and Manner may not tap into differences in how languages encode motion events. More specifically, the observation that Path is obligatory for an event to be a motion event (JACKENDOFF, 1996; SLOBIN, 2004; TALMY, 2000) suggests that languages may not differ in the prominence accorded to Path. However, whereas Path may not be differentially salient to speakers of typologically different languages, Slobin (2004) 
has argued that Manner is.
Looking beyond what is encoded in the verb to take into account other sentential elements and, indeed, surrounding context, Slobin (2004) observed variation in the expression of Manner that went well beyond the lexical differences that Talmy (1985; 2000) had uncovered. For example, languages vary in their use of adverbials (e.g., ÖZÇALıŞKAN; SLOBIN 2003), ideophones (e.g., IBARRETXE-ANTUÑANO, 2003), and gesture (e.g., MCNEILL; DUNCAN, 2000) to encode manner information. Furthermore, Slobin noted intratypological variation in the use of Manner verbs themselves, with Germanic languages making modest use of them as compared to
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Mandarin and, even more strikingly, Russian, despite all of these languages being satellite-framed. Slobin argued that the observed variation in the likelihood of encoding manner is too fine-grained to be accommodated by the two part Talmian typology contrasting verb-framed and satellite-framed languages, and instead proposed that languages may fall along a cline of Manner salience.
Manner salience indexes the ease and naturalness with which Manner information is encoded in a description of a motion event (SLOBIN, 2004) -in other words, the codability (cf. BROWN; LENNEBERG, 1954) of Manner. High Manner salience within a language is evident from frequent references to Manner in motion descriptions, a rich lexicon of Manner-encoding items which mark fine distinctions between Manners, and the early acquisition of Manner verbs amongst children . goes on to argue that the salience of Manner in a language impacts not only the use of language, but also speakers' conceptualizations of motion events. As such, Manner may be expected to be more accessible to speakers of high-Manner-salient languages, and more likely to be encoded when those speakers observe motion events. These predictions provide a means for testing the hypothesis that motion language influences motion cognition while avoiding the pitfalls associated with a comparison between attention to Path and attention to Manner.
In order to assess the relation between salience and accessibility of Manner information, Feist (2013) asked speakers of high-Manner-salient English and of lowManner-salient Spanish to describe short motion events, using only one word in each description. The events involved a range of Manners of motion, but kept the Path and Ground constant, allowing an examination of the codability of Manner in these two languages. Feist reasoned that one way in which language may influence thought is through easing the accessibility of highly codable concepts (HUNT; AGNOLI, 1991). Thus, in addition to testing whether Manner was more codable in English than in Spanish, she examined the relation between codability and cognitive cost for this set of motion events.
Feist measured the codability of the Manners in her motion events in three ways. First, she calculated the length in phonemes of the descriptions elicited for each event, with higher codability indicated by shorter descriptions (BROWN; LENNEBERG, 1954; ROSCH; HEIDER, 1972) . A second index of length of descriptions can be found in the proportion of participants who provided a one-word description as requested; this, thus, constituted the second measure of codability. Finally, she calculated the degree to which participants agreed on the label for each event, with higher codability indicated by higher interpersonal agreement (BROWN; LENNEBERG, 1954; LUCY; SHWEDER, 1979) . By all three measures, Feist found that Manner was more highly codable for speakers of high-Manner-salient English than for speakers of low-Manner-salient Spanish.
To estimate the difficulty participants had accessing concepts associated with each motion event, Feist used two measures of cognitive cost. First, she measured the latency between seeing an event and beginning to type a description, with longer latencies indicating greater difficulty accessing the relevant concept (Traxler 2012) . Second, reasoning that greater difficulty accessing a concept may lead to greater uncertainty in the response, Feist measured the rate at which participants changed their responses to Página598 each of the motion events. Both measures revealed lower cognitive cost for speakers of high-Manner-salient English than for speakers of low-Manner-salient Spanish, suggesting that language may influence the ease of accessibility of Manner of motion information.
In related work, Feist, Rojo, and Cifuentes (2007) asked whether the contextual salience of Manner information would influence the ease with which speakers could verify whether or not a Manner-encoding verb described an event. Participants viewed events either in a high Manner salience condition (i.e., viewing multiple events that differed only in Manner of motion) or a low Manner salience condition (i.e., viewing a single motion event) before indicating whether a description employing a Manner verb was true of the target motion event. They found that English speakers were faster to respond in the low Manner salience condition than in the high Manner salience condition, likely due to the higher cognitive load associated with maintaining multiple events in working memory. However, this difference was not evident for the Spanish speakers, who responded equally quickly to event descriptions in the two conditions, suggesting that the heightened salience of Manner introduced by the context may have facilitated Spanish speakers' access to Manner information, counteracting the difference in cognitive load associated with holding more vs fewer events in working memory.
Both of these studies examined accessibility of Manner information as revealed by access to and retrieval of lexical items. However, if speakers' conceptualizations of motion events are indeed influenced by the salience of Manner within their language, speakers of high-Manner-salient languages may also be more likely to encode and remember information about Manner of motion from the motion events they observe . Furthermore, if cross-linguistic differences in memory for Manner are indeed due to the differential salience of Manner, these effects should be attenuated by variation in the contextual salience of Manner (FEIST; ROJO; CIFUENTES, 2007) . To test these hypotheses, Feist and Cifuentes-Férez (2013) asked speakers of English and Spanish to remember short motion events for later recognition. As in their earlier work ROJO; CIFUENTES, 2007; FEIST, 2013) , the events involved a variety of Manners of motion, but kept the Path and Ground constant, allowing the contextual salience of Manner information to be manipulated through the number of motion events participants were shown during the first phase of the experiment: participants saw either three or ten events, of which recognition memory would subsequently be probed for just three.
The results suggest that cross-linguistic differences in the salience of Manner do influence memory for Manner information: English speakers made fewer errors overall than did Spanish speakers on the recognition task, regardless of the contextual salience of Manner. Looking more closely at the data, however, complexities emerge in the interplay of Manner salience, language, and memory for Manner. As with other tests of recognition memory (e.g., BILLMAN; KRYCH, 1998; GENNARI et al., 2002; MASSEY; GLEITMAN, 2002) , there were two ways participants could make an error in the recognition test: participants could indicate that they thought they had seen a previously unseen item (a false alarm), or they could indicate that they thought they had not seen one of the events shown to them during the initial phase of the Página599 experiment (a miss); and the effects of language and contextual salience differed for the two kinds of errors. As with the overall error rates, the false alarm rates revealed an effect of language whereby English speakers evidenced fewer false alarms than did Spanish speakers. The data on misses, in contrast, echoed the earlier data on motion verb verification (FEIST; ROJO; CIFUENTES, 2007) : English speakers performed better in the low Manner salience condition than in the high Manner salience condition, but Spanish speakers performed better in the high Manner salience condition than in the low Manner salience condition, indicating that for speakers of a low-Manner-salient language, the contextual salience of manner may counteract the heightened difficulty of the task.
Taken together, these results suggest that the salience of Manner may influence its encoding and retrieval, even when speakers need not produce linguistic descriptions. However, the salience of Manner is a function not only of its codability in the language (FEIST, 2013) , but also of its prevalence in the context (FEIST; ROJO; CIFUENTES, 2007) , with different consequences for recognition memory depending on the source of Manner's heightened salience. As such, the evidence suggests that language likely influences motion event cognition, and that these influences act in concert with the context within which a motion event is experienced. Talmy's (1985; 2000) careful analyses of the lexicalization of motion revealed an independence between concepts and lexical items, whereby the same concepts may be lexically packaged in a variety of ways. Talmy further argued that individual languages, rather than making full use of the variety of mapping possibilities, demonstrated characteristic patterns in their encoding of these concepts. The ease with which languages may be classed in Talmy's (1985; 2000) typology and the separation between lexical items and conceptual elements have made motion cognition an attractive domain in which to test whether language influences thought, with many studies focusing on crosslinguistic differences in the conceptual element typically encoded within the main verb. Within and across studies, this body of research has uncovered a mixed tapestry of evidence suggesting that effects of language, when present, may be limited and fragile.
CONCLUSIONS
However, the motion verb is but one element in a linguistic description, as Talmy (1985; 2000) very clearly showed. Language provides an extremely rich and nuanced medium for the encoding of experience. Complexities in the mapping of concepts to language have been observed at many levels of linguistic structure, including lexical items (e.g., FEIST, 2008 ), constructions (e.g., GOLDBERG, 1995 , and narratives (e.g., SLOBIN, 2004) . In the case of motion event descriptions, the mappings between concepts and lexical items are intertwined, such that the encoding of each concept is dependent on the identity and mapping of other encoded concepts across the description (FEIST, 2010), as detailed above. As such, unique focus on a single lexical element -the verb -may be obscuring the richness of information to which language may direct a speaker's attention.
Looking closely at motion language with this in mind, it becomes evident that the two conceptual elements figuring most prominently in Talmy's (1985; 2000) typology, Path and Manner, are not equivalently weighted in motion conception. First, whereas
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Manner is optionally encoded, Path, which surfaces in the most common sentence patterns across typologically different languages, is one of four obligatory elements defining a motion event (JACKENDOFF, 1996; TALMY, 2000) . In addition, Path and Ground are conceptually interdependent (FEIST, 2010) , with the result that the mention of the Ground may heighten the salience of the Path. Manner, in contrast, may stand alone, and thus does not receive a boost in salience from the mention of other conceptual elements. This asymmetry undermines comparisons between attention to Path and attention to Manner, like those forming the basis of much research investigating the influence of language on cognition in this domain.
Moving beyond Talmy's original typology, Slobin and his colleagues (ÖZÇALıŞKAN; SLOBIN 2003 ; SLOBIN, , 2004 have argued that languages vary in the salience accorded to Manner of motion, rather than merely in the mapping of conceptual elements to lexical items. The variation across languages in the salience of a single conceptual element opens new avenues for studying potential effects of language on motion cognition. Across three studies, Feist and her colleagues (FEIST, 2013; CIFUENTES-FEREZ, 2013; ROJO; CIFUENTES, 2007) observed connections between the salience of Manner in a language and its availability to speakers as they described and recognized short motion events. Furthermore, these connections were likewise evident across differences in the contextual salience of Manner information (FEIST; CIFUENTES-FEREZ, 2013; ROJO; CIFUENTES, 2007) , implicating the salience of Manner per se as a driving force behind the effects of language in these tasks. These results suggest not only that language influences motion cognition, but also that a complete understanding of the influence of language will require consideration of patterns in linguistic descriptions rather than in individual lexical items.
Cross-linguistic variation, like language itself, is extremely rich and nuanced. These nuances are critical to an understanding of the interplay of language and cognition, an interplay that extends beyond lexicalization patterns to tendencies in encoding that pervade language use.
